Abstract * * * * Are governments responsive to public preferences when legislating in international organizations? This paper demonstrates that governments respond to domestic public opinion even when acting at the international level. Specifically, we examine conflict in the European Union's primary legislative body, the Council of the European Union (EU). We argue that domestic electoral incentives compel governments to react to public opinion. Analyzing a unique dataset on all legislative decisions adopted in the Council since 1999, we show that governments are more likely to oppose legislative proposals that extend the level and scope of EU authority when their domestic electorates are skeptical about the EU. We also find that governments are more responsive when the issue of European integration is salient in domestic party politics. Our findings demonstrate that governments can use the international stage to signal their responsiveness to public concerns and that such signals resonate in the domestic political debate.
1
Government responsiveness to public opinion is central to democratic representation. It implies that elected representatives are listening to and acting upon the wishes and views of the represented (see e.g. Mansbridge 2003; Soroka and Wlezien 2010) . Various studies have shown that policy agendas, government spending and legislative voting follow the changing policy preferences of citizens (Page and Shapiro 1983; 1992; Stimson, MacKuen and Erikson, 1995; Wlezien 1995; Lax and Philips 2012) . The fear of electoral sanctioning is a primary incentive for governments to act responsively. Not surprisingly, studies have therefore found that in systems of low clarity of responsibility and limited information, where it is difficult for voters to identify policy shirking, elected representatives are also less responsive to public preferences (see Besley and Burgess 2002; Carey 2008; Snyder and Strömberg 2008; Wlezien and Soroka 2012) . On the one hand, we may expect governments to be less concerned about responding to public preferences when legislating in international organizations (IOs) where clarity of responsibility is blurred by multilevel structures and public scrutiny is generally less pronounced.
1 On the other hand, increased transparency and scrutiny of decision-making in some international organizations may give governments greater incentives to use this arena to signal that they are aligned with the public's views and preferences.
Yet, little evidence exists with regards to whether governments are in fact responsive to domestic public opinion pressures when acting in international organizations. While public opinion is generally seen as an important factor explaining government behavior in the domestic context, the empirical literature on the role of public opinion in IOs is still sparse (see Stasavage 2004) . Instead, studies of government behavior in IOs have mainly focused on other drivers, such as geopolitics, military and economic resources, and special interest preferences (see e.g. Bailey et al 2015; Dreher and Sturm 2012; Bailer, Mattila and Schneider 2014) . The contribution of this study is to focus on the role of public opinion in shaping government behavior in the European Union (EU) to understand if and when governments use the international arena to signal to their domestic electorates. We argue that domestic electoral incentives can compel governments to signal that they are responsive to public opinion even when acting internationally.
Our empirical investigation focuses on decision-making in the EU). The EU is arguably the world's most advanced IO, presiding over a level of economic and political integration unmatched in global politics. We examine government behavior in its primary decision-making body, the Council of the European Union (henceforward, the Council), where national ministers negotiate and adopt legislative proposals. Legislative bargaining in the Council used to take place behind closed doors, however since 1999 an increasing amount of information on policy decisions and government positions has become available (Naurin and Wallace 2008) .
In this paper, we analyze a unique dataset covering all legislative acts since 1999 and investigate to what extent government opposition in the Council is a response to popular opposition to European integration. Government opposition in the Council is still a rare event, but one that carries considerable significance (Mattila 2009; Novak 2013 ). Our argument is that when domestic electorates hold unfavorable views on European integration, governments can strategically oppose EU acts that are concerned with further transfers of authority to the EU to demonstrate that their position is aligned with their public's preferences. Hence, in contrast to the extant wisdom that governments are shielded from public opinion when legislating internationally, we argue that popular Euroskepticism incentivizes them to voice opposition in the Council. While this is not "policy responsiveness" in the classic sense of changing the overall policy direction of the Council, we conceptualize it as "signal responsiveness" that serves to communicate governments' positions to their domestic electorate.
Our findings demonstrate that governments' opposition to legislative proposals is indeed shaped by public opinion on European integration wherever these proposals extend the level and scope of European integration. We also find that governments are more likely to signal their positions in the Council when the issue gains importance in domestic party competition and that these signals resonate in the national public sphere. Our findings thus contribute not only to our understanding of policy-making in the EU, but may also have broader significance as IOs increasingly face pressures to deepen cooperation and increase transparency and accountability to domestic audiences. Moreover, our study enhances our understanding of democratic responsiveness by highlighting that governments use the international stage to signal to voters at home that they care about their views.
Government Responsiveness in International Organizations
The relationship between public preferences and government policy is at the heart of theories of democratic representation. There is a rich literature on government responsiveness; if, when and how government policies respond to changes in public opinion (see e.g. Wlezien 1995; Erikson et al. 2002; Hobolt and Klemmensen 2008; Soroka and Wlezien 2010 (Mattila 2009; Thomson et al. 2006) or that the left-right ideology of governments matters to their behavior in the Council (Hagemann 2008; Hagemann and Høyland 2008; Mattila 2009 ). The general assumption in this work is that as governments are largely insulated from electoral pressures when they legislate in the Council, constituency demands do not play a significant role. As Bailer et al. (2014: 8-9 ) note:
[E]lectorates are usually not well informed about the Council deliberations because these negotiations are conducted mostly away from the public scrutiny behind the 3 Some studies have also examined the impact of public opinion on politicians' foreign policy positions, see e.g. Milner and Tingley (2011) and Jacobs and Page (2005) .
"closed doors" (…) Therefore, negative votes and abstentions in the Council protocol will be a signal to which mainly domestic interest groups pay some attention.
Public opinion is not entirely absent from the literature on EU policy-making, however. Some studies have examined "systemic responsiveness" by analyzing whether the amount of legislation passed reflects public demands for further integration, showing a relationship between EU support and the amount of legislation (see Toshkov 2011; De Vries and Arnold 2011; Arnold, Franklin and Wlezien 2013) . While this work is valuable for studying responsiveness at the system level, it provides limited insights into when and why we would expect individual politicians to act responsively in the EU. Moreover, it is based on the strong assumption that more legislative acts necessarily imply more integration.
In contrast to extant work on systemic responsiveness, we examine the micro-foundations of responsiveness by analyzing government behavior in the Council. If there is any relationship between public opinion and government behavior in IOs, we would expect to find it in the EU, as arguably the world's most advanced IO with high levels of political and economic integration and increasing salience in domestic public spheres (Hooghe and Marks 2009 
Responsive Opposition in the Council
How would responsiveness to public opinion manifest itself in governments' voting behavior in the Council? We argue that governments can use opposition votes in the Council as public signals of their position on EU integration. This signal responsiveness is different from substantive responsiveness in that governments cannot directly change the policy substance with their opposition (since all acts put to a vote eventually pass), but they can use it as a communication tool to credibly signal their position on transfers of authority (closer European integration) to a wider audience. However, governments' motivations to signal their position are similar to when they change policies in line with public opinion during the legislative term: in both cases it is a form of "anticipatory representation" as they focus on what they think voters will reward in the next election rather than what they promised during the campaign of the previous election (Mansbridge 2003 ; see also Stimson, MacKuen and Erikson, 1995; Erikson et al. 2002) . Crucially, however, the EU makes it more difficult for a single government to shift actual policy in line with domestic preferences. Yet, by voting in line with public preferences they are still able to send the signal that they are not out of step with the public mood.
Recent studies have shown that citizens care about government responsiveness (see X 2015; XXX 2015) , and the issue of European integration has become increasingly salient to voters. Since the early 1990s, Europe has witnessed a shift away from a "permissive consensus"
in favor of elite-led European integration towards more vocal and skeptical public attitudes Hence, as there are few benefits (the policy will be passed by the majority in any case) and several costs, it is not surprising that opposition is still relative rare, accounting for less than 2 percent of votes during the 1999-2011 period we investigate here. This means, however, that as a public signalling tool opposition votes can be seen as more credible as they involve "observable costly effort" (see Lupia and McCubbins 1998) .
However, in order to serve as a public signal of the government's position on integration, an opposition vote must be interpretable as a stance against European integration. Most of the legislative proposals in the Council, however, do not relate to transfers of authority to the EU level. Some policy areas, such as Agriculture, deal primarily with rather technical amendments or issues in the remit of already established EU competences, whereas other policy areas are concerned with extending the scope of authority by establishing EU legislation or programs in previously unaffected areas as well as its level by delegating new decisional powers to supranational bodies or agencies (Schmitter 1970; Boerzel 2005) . Our expectation is therefore that opposition that is aimed at appeasing public concerns about European integration will primarily relate to votes in policy areas concerned with extending the level or scope of EU authority. This leads to our first hypothesis concerning government responsiveness in the Council:
H1: Governments are more likely to oppose legislative proposals that affect the authority of the EU when domestic public opinion is negatively disposed towards the EU than when public opinion is positively disposed towards the EU.
The extent to which governments wish to use opposition votes as a signal to their publics is also shaped by domestic political competition. We expect that governments' responsiveness is higher when the issue of European integration is salient in the domestic context. Since signal responsiveness aims at communicating positions (and shifts in positions) to the public, it becomes largely obsolete in situations when conflicts about integration are not politicized in the domestic political arena. Political elites play a crucial role in mobilizing a new issue in the domestic public sphere, including in the media, and thus making it relevant to voters' choices (see Stimson 1986, 1989; Hooghe and Marks 2009) . The abstract nature of European integration and multilevel governance issues makes the actions of political elites all the more important, since such issues typically lack inherent news value (Soroka 2002) . Instead, it is political elites' communication activities on these issues that render them newsworthy in the first place (Adam 2007; Boomgaarden et al. 2013) . In turn, increased levels of (media) information on EU integration render the issue more important for electoral competition as they facilitate "EU issue voting", that is they increase the impact of EU attitudes on vote choice ( for governing parties to demonstrate that they adjust their position on European integration in line with public opinion. Hence, we expect that wherever political party elites increase the salience of integration, governments will be particularly prone to signal responsiveness.
H2: Governments are more responsive to public opinion when the European integration issue gains salience in domestic party competition.
The next sections discuss how we test these hypotheses empirically.
Data and Sample Selection
To test our propositions we draw on a unique dataset of governments' votes in the Council between January 1999 and October 2011. 5 We define opposition as governments' 'No' or 'Abstain' votes, since abstentions always mean a deviation from the majority consensus and effectively count as a negative position when mobilizing majorities to meet the required qualified majority threshold. Our dependent variable is therefore binary with 1 indicating opposition of governments to a legislative act.
As our main independent variable from hypothesis H1 we measure public opinion on EU integration with the Eurobarometer survey question on EU membership, which asks respondents whether their countries' membership in the EU is "a good thing", "a bad thing", or "neither good nor bad". This question has been widely used to measure dynamic preferences for EU integration. We operationalize public opinion by assigning -1 to all respondents who think EU membership is a bad thing, 1 to it is a good thing, and 0 to all who are undecided. Our measure of opinion is the survey-weighted mean of all valid responses by country, and runs from about 0 (when supporters and opponents of integration are neck and neck) to about 0.8 (when there is overwhelming support for EU membership). 6 In all models we use a 6 month lag of opinion from the voting date to represent the causal ordering between opinion and government behavior, in which governments react to public opinion.
7
In order to test our hypothesis H2, we construct a measure of dynamic party salience of integration from the Comparative Manifesto Project's (CMP) coding of party manifestos (Volkens 2013) . We capture changes in party emphasis by first calculating the average of the logged percentage of quasi-sentences parliamentary parties devote to European integration and linearly interpolate this measure between elections over time. Our measure of change in salience is the emphasis at the date of the Council vote minus the emphasis two years prior to this date.
8
As signal responsiveness is about "anticipatory representation" rather than a government fulfilling its electoral mandate, we have to rule out the possibility that the relationship between opinion and opposition votes is entirely driven by changes in government composition -i.e. that when parties with a more Euroskeptic profile enter office, they also oppose EU legislation more often. We therefore control for the seat-weighted positions on EU integration as well as left-right of all government parties that were represented in the cabinet on the very day of the Council vote. 9 We measure both concepts with the CMP coding from the preceding elections and operationalize parties' position on EU integration as the difference in the percentages of positive and negative quasi-sentences on the EU as well as their left-right position captured by the CMP's summative RILE measure. We employ a logit transformation on all CMP measures (Lowe et al. 2011 ). Furthermore, we control for several factors that have been shown to influence voting in the Council in previous studies. In particular, we control for economic explanations of governments' voting behavior (see Bailer et al. 2014 ) by including measures of annual unemployment, inflation rates and countries' per capita net balance from the EU budget. Lastly, we include dummy variables for whether the legislative act was filed under the co-decision procedure, whether the country voting held the presidency of the Council as well as whether the voting took place before or after Eastern enlargement. These differences in institutional and political circumstances could influence the level of opposition. as well as implications of the relevant act voted on in the Council. In total, we are able to obtain this textual information for 1,793 out of 2,314 acts in our extended dataset.
12
The Wordscores approach takes a starting point in a set of manually chosen reference texts that represent the extremes of the substantive dimension of interest. The relative frequency of a particular word in each of the reference texts then provides naive Bayes probabilities for whether a virgin text is from one or the other reference category. These probabilities are multiplied with chosen values for the reference texts in order to 'score' each virgin text on the dimension of interest. The procedure is applied to each word in a text and the average wordscore of a text provides a document score. We create two long reference texts from our sample with negative scores representing acts operating on the basis of established competences and positive numbers representing texts that extend EU authority. Hoyland (2011) on EU authority across policy areas (see web appendix). In the following we therefore exclude these areas from our analysis.
[ Table 1 about here] 12 Where summaries were not available, this was mainly the case for acts related to specific adjustments of existing policies (e.g. extending certain derogations of particular member states) and the EP was not involved procedurally.
Analysis and Results
To analyze these data, we use mixed effects logistic regression models with fixed effects for countries and a random effect for each legislative act voted on in the Council, based on the assumption that our large sample of acts can be thought of as a random draw from an imagined population of Council acts.
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[ Table 2 about here]
The main results are reported in Table 2 . First, we only include public opinion and the control variables in Model 1. The results show that public opinion has a significant effect on government's opposition in the Council in the policy areas included. The probability of an opposition vote decreases as the fraction of the population that supports EU membership of their country increases. Model 2 adds the governing parties' seat-weighted position on left-right and pro-anti integration to ascertain whether part of the opinion effect is due to changes in the government composition. The inclusion of these terms leaves the results virtually unchanged, which demonstrates that responsiveness of governments in the Council is first and foremost a result of anticipatory dynamics as government parties' positions at the last elections only explain a marginal part of the relationship between opinion and voting in the Council. Hence, in contrast to the existing literature on decision-making in the Council that claims that public opinion is of 13 We implement fixed effects for countries with dummy variables and hence report a constant. We face some missing data related to party positions from the CMP. While we use listwise deletion here, the web appendix demonstrates that our results are robust to using multiple imputation for these positions. We also present a series of further robustness checks in the appendix, including different random and fixed effects specifications, alternative operationalizations of opposition votes as well as party salience, different lag lengths of opinion, sensitivity analyses with regard to excluding/including policy areas from the sample, and Jackknife resampling at the country level.
little significance, we find that if we focus on acts in policy areas that extend the scope and degree of EU authority, government opposition is clearly a reflection of domestic
Euroskepticism. This supports our argument that governments use Council voting to signal responsiveness, adjusting their position during the legislative term in anticipation of electoral sanctions.
Model 3 investigates our hypothesis 2 that party salience of EU integration moderates the opinion effect on opposition. For this purpose, we include an interaction term between public opinion and the increase in party salience of integration during the last two years. The results
show that when parties have increased the salience of European integration in their manifestos, governments are more responsive to different levels of opinion than in situations with decreased party salience of integration. The moderation term is highly significant and provides evidence for our conjecture that signaling activities of the government are conditioned by domestic party competition.
The results on the control variables support our expectations. We find that governments oppose more often if unemployment is high and if the act was filed under codecision (when preference realization is impeded by another veto player, the European Parliament). In contrast, the agreement of governments can be 'bought' with attributions from the EU budget (see Bailer et al. 2014) . Also, unsurprisingly national delegations holding the presidency are less likely to oppose acts they have negotiated. In Model 3, we also find clear evidence that right-wing governments opposed less often during the period under investigation, and that governments that present themselves as Euroskeptic in elections oppose more often. Figure 1 demonstrates the substantive magnitude of these results by plotting the conditional marginal effect of a unit change in opinion (in terms of changes in predicted probabilities) depending on whether party salience of EU integration has increased or decreased.
These marginal effects range from essentially 0 up to -1.4 percentage points for a unit change in opinion. Assuming that party salience of integration is increasing, typical movements in opinion within a country (e.g. one or two standard deviations) translate into changes of the predicted probability of opposition votes of about +/-0.1% to 0.3% percentage points. While this may appear small at first sight, it must be compared to the overall low frequency of opposition votes that is just 1.33% in our sample. In this context, the leverage of public opinion is indeed very substantial.
[ Figure 1 about here]
Government Signals
We have now established that government opposition in the Council is more likely when the domestic electorate is more skeptical about the EU, especially when the issue is also gaining salience among political parties. The next step is to look at the nature of this opposition and whether the government's signal resonates in the domestic public sphere.
Starting with the nature of the public signal, we seek to investigate the kind of issues on which governments signal their opposition. For this purpose, we use a topic model that allows us to identify the type of acts on which public opinion matters to government opposition. We apply a latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) model (Blei et al. 2003; Quinn et al. 2010; Grimmer 2010) to the legislative summaries of the 1,793 acts where these summaries were available. LDA is a hierarchical Bayesian model that builds on the idea that each document consists of a mixture of topics that can be inferred from the co-occurrence of words. The proportions dedicated to each of k topics are assumed to be drawn from a common Dirichlet prior. The word generating process within each document is then modeled by firstly drawing the topic, and then conditional on the topic, the respective word from a multinomial distribution (see Grimmer and Stewart 2013) .
Testing different numbers of topics and starting values we arrive at a model with k = 45 topics that creates a good substantive delineation of topics and is indicative of key results we obtain across a variety of models.
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[ Table 3 about here] The findings are very much in line with our expectations that signal responsiveness is found when legislation is concerned with extending the level and/or scope of European integration, rather than in areas of established EU competence. Table 3 shows that public opinion has the greatest influence on government opposition on acts concerned with further integration in the field of environment, border cooperation and migration, data sharing and harmonization of 14 More details on the LDA model can be found in the web appendix.
statistical surveys, as well as in the area of EU funding for member states. In contrast, government opposition in the areas of agriculture, fisheries and the internal market is not related to public opinion (see the last column, "Difference by opinion"). Hence while we find relatively high levels of opposition on acts about agriculture and budget matters, quite possibly related to special economic interests (see Bailer et al. 2014) , "signal responsiveness" is only apparent when national government can use their opposition as a signal that they are standing up for national interests by opposing shifts towards further delegation of powers to the EU. The topic model also implies that governments use opposition as a signal to domestic audiences mainly in areas that are likely to be of greater interest to the general electorate (e.g. border control and environment) rather than specialized interests (e.g. agriculture and fisheries).
This leads us to the question of whether such "signals" are visible in the domestic public spheres. Our argument concerning signal responsiveness rests on the assumption that governments have a reasonable expectation that opposition in the Council may come to the attention of domestic electorates. If decisions made in the Council are taken entirely "away from public scrutiny behind 'closed doors'", as Bailer et al. (2014:8-9) argue, then it would be less plausible that opposition in the Council is driven by governments' incentive to improve their standing with domestic electorates. Hence, to substantiate our argument, we investigate media coverage and subsequent public debate in a number of EU member states to show that Council politics is indeed visible to domestic electorates.
For this purpose, we use data provided by Reh et al. (2013) , who collected information on the number of news stories in Italian-, German-, French-and English-speaking print media that dealt with EU legislative acts adopted under the EU's codecision procedure from mid-1999 to mid-2009 (i.e. for the fifth and sixth European Parliaments). These data cover newspapers from seven different EU countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, and the UK).
To test whether aggregate opposition in the Council is related to higher levels of media coverage, we regress the logged average number of newspaper stories regarding an act on the total number 15 of governmental opposition votes submitted by the seven countries covered in Reh et al.'s data using OLS. Since the last section has shown that opposition votes are more common on certain topics, we include fixed effects for the 45 topics identified in the LDA model. We find a highly significant relationship between the number of opposition votes and media coverage. To provide a more in-depth look into the public attention to signal responsiveness, we have examined the media coverage of cases where a government opposed legislation in the Council at a time where the domestic population was particularly critical (with a public opinion score below the country mean) and which falls under the topics identified in Table 3 . Our investigation reveals a number of cases where popular national news outlets report on Council 15 If there was more than one vote occasion, we sum opposition votes across occasions. 16 Unfortunately the available media data do not allow us to conduct a test of the relationship between government opposition and media attention in the entire EU, however, this analysis is indicative that government opposition in the Council resonates in national media.
agreements and on their government's opposition on the matter. One example is a media case relating to a vote on Environment and Transport (Topic 11). In September 2011, Spain opposed a majority in the Council when it voted against an EU directive to substantially increase road tolls for heavy vehicles on European motorways. 17 Spain -together with the Italian governmentargued that the new directive would place a disproportionate burden on the EU's peripheral countries, since it would result in a subsequent rise in the costs of export and import of goods.
The Spanish media reported extensively on the topic, and explicitly mentioned the Spanish government's opposition in the Council. 18 The government's opposition was later also mentioned when the national media reported on discussions to extend increased toll taxes to all vehicles crossing borders between EU member states. The literature on responsiveness has mostly focused on how governments react to public opinion in the domestic context, whereas the literature on government behavior in IOs pays little attention to the role of national public opinion. The latter generally assumes that governments act in isolation from domestic electoral pressures when they cooperate at the international level.
However, this paper has shown that governments do use the international stage to signal their responsiveness to domestic public opinion, and that when they do so, this resonates in the domestic public debate. Focusing on the EU's primary legislative body, the Council of the European Union, this paper demonstrates that government opposition to legislative proposals is shaped by public opinion on European integration. When the domestic electorate is negatively disposed towards the EU, governments are more likely to oppose proposals that aim to extend the powers of the EU further. By focusing on legislation that transfers authority to a supranational organization -the delegation of power to the EU -we are able to demonstrate the effect of public opinion, which has generally been overlooked in analyses that do not make distinctions between policy areas or the nature and types of legislation.
It is important to note that the focus of this study has not been the traditional form of policy responsiveness, where governments change policy in response to changing public opinion.
Instead, we show that governments use the international organizations to signal that they are listening to domestic public opinion. We refer to this form of government responsiveness as "signal responsiveness" and suggest that it is caused by governments' incentives to convey their policy actions at the EU level to domestic audiences. This distinction is important, because unlike policy responsiveness, signal responsiveness has no direct short-term consequences for policy output. Hence, while the presence of signal responsiveness indicates that citizens' views are heard, it does not guarantee that they are represented.
We also show that government responsiveness is conditioned by domestic party competition. When political parties in the domestic arena compete on the issue of European integration, governments are more likely to signal their opposition in the Council in response to public opinion. Moreover, such actions are seen to shape the public debate: our analysis of media coverage shows that when governments oppose in the Council there is also greater coverage in the national media. Although this part of the analysis is limited to a subset of EU member states, the findings are compelling, and further research should provide a more comprehensive analysis of how the domestic public debate and public opinion react to government behavior in the Council.
This study provides an important starting point for understanding the link between citizens and their governments in the EU by going beyond the received wisdom that EU negotiations are conducted behind closed doors. Our findings point to an electoral connection between government ministers and national public opinion in European affairs when it comes to decisions on the scope and extent of supranational competences. This may well be relevant to other international contexts too. Our expectation was that if we are to find evidence of government responsiveness to public opinion in any IO it would be most evident in the EU Council. The fact that we find such compelling evidence that governments use their behavior in the Council to signal to domestic electorates opens the door to future research into the connection between governments and citizens in other international bodies. As incentives increase for international cooperation in many spheres of political life, and international organizations gain competences to effectively manage such trans-border cooperation, domestic electorates are likely to form more explicit opinions and preferences over such international engagements. This is accompanied by growing pressures for accountable and transparent decision-making at the international level. Taken together, governments may therefore increasingly see an opportunity to signal their responsiveness to domestic constituencies when acting in the international arena.
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